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“Dividing One into Two" and "Combining Two into One" Are
Two Inseparable Aspects of the Law of Contradiction

- A Debate with Comrades Ai Heng-wu ("{ﬁ;@?\}), Lin Ch'ing-sghan (7117{-% W)
and Hsiang Ch'sng {13 1%, 4 4 iX '
-~ by PTan cn'ingg’ﬁ%q nﬂ { ;%} }Li@?\i) -
(Peking Xuang-ming Jih-pac, June 19, 1950 )

Having read the article "'Dividing One into Two' and 'Combining Two~ into One'” v
by Comrades Ai Heng-wu and Lin Ch'ing-shan {"Philosophy” Supplement No. 433" of ‘Knanp-
ming Jih-peo, May 29, 1964) and the article "'Combining Two into -One’ Is Not Dialectics”
by Comrade Hsisng Ch'ing ("Philosophy "Supplement No. 43l of Kuang-ming Jih-pao, June 5,
1964), I feel that they have their noteworthy points, but sre also one-sided and subjective

Comrade Ai and Lin hold that "'combining two into one' indicates precisely the most
pasic law of dialectics - the law of the.unity of opposites,” while "the method of
'dividing one into two' is gﬁé—fundamental method for knowing things." Comrade Hslang
. Ch'ing holds that "what gives true expression to the law of the unity of opposites is
'dividing one into two,' but not !cambining two into one!" I hold %hat these ways of
- locking at things see only one aspect of the problem, but overlook or absndon and even
djistort the other .aspect. We know that the basic core of dialecties - the law of the
unity of opposites - is based on "dividing one into two” as well as "combining two into

one," and only this kind of "gividing" and "combining" the.same thing gives expression

to the whole of the unity of opposites in the contradiction. .The substitution of 'this
kind of .anbithesis - unity, "dividing one” - "combining two' in proper ' seqilence COns-
titute the movement (of opposites) in, the development of things. There.is.no:room

ror doubt in this.regard. However; Comrades Ai and t4n on the one’ sidé and -Comrade Hsiang
Ch'ing on the other side each adhere to one .agpect in rendering {hemabsolute .and lso-
‘lating them. In the unity of opposites in the contradiction, the Former, sees .only unity

* * The Hslang ¢h'ing article has not been translated, but’ its arguments sgainst the
. "two into one” theory are extensively quoted in this article., - CB Ed,
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but forgets difference, vwhile the latter sees difference but forgets unity. I am
now golng to set out my views and discuss these problems. with Comrades Al, ILin and
Hslang, and hope that cther readers will also join in the discpsgion._

] s
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Things Are "Divided from One into Two'’

Comrade Maoc Tse-tung taught-us: "Oontradiction exists in. the process of development
of all things; ...in the process of development of each thing a movement of opposites
exists from beginning to end." {"On Contradiction")He mlso said: "Motion, things,
processes and thinking - all are contradictions.” (Tbid.) This is to say that in the
entity of any thinhg there exist for ever contradiction and two opposites., Why is it
that the splitting of a thing will give rise to two opposites? This is because there
are inherent in all things contradictions which cause the thing "teo divide from one
into two." However, once these two aspects are separated, they stand against each
other as opposites of the contradiction, struggle against each other, permeate each 3
other and depend on each other. S

Comrade Hsimng Ch'ing says: "The meening of 'dividing one into two' in dialectics
is twofold. It means on the one hand that any thing contains two opposing parts, aspects
and tendencies, that is inner-contradiction. On the other hond,. it means the movement
of opposites in a thing, and that one aspect will always head for the opposite aspect,
thus dissolving and splitting the entity." Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing is right in this
connection. He lays stress on the primary, basic aspect of the contradiction (unity
of opposites). This is to say that there exist two opposites in 21l things, and that all
things must be "divided from one into two,” thus giving rise to the two aspects of

struggle.

Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing says: "...unity of opposites, the law of *dividing one
into two,' is an objective, universal law. All things giving the appearance of unity
actunlly contain two contradictory aspects, and are 'divided from one into two!' He
goes on to say: 'We held that what gives true expression to the law of the unity of
opposites is 'dividing one into two' but not ‘combiiiing two into one!" The greater
part of Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing's idea in this regard is correct. But it also indicates
that "dividing one into two" is the whole of the unity of opposites, and not only the
principal aspect of it. In this connection, he sbandons another aspect of the unity
of opposites which is secondary but also indispensable, namely "combining two into
cne." Jle holds that "antithesis and unity," "(that is 'dividing one into two, " )"
sre identical. I consider this is wrong. It is quite true that an entity's "dividing
into two” is the essence of contradiction, and is also the premise of,antithesis, the
foundation of uvnity, "combining two into one.” But it also cannot be denled that without
"combining two into one,” there is no way to talk asbout "dividing one into two." Under
such circumstances, I hold that "dividing one into two' is fundamental and primar
while "combining two into one' is secondary and the inevitable outcome-of the former.

Their reflection in the law of contradiction is the question of struggle and unity. The

" struggle of opposites is-absolute and conditional, but the-unity of opposites is rela--
tive and conditional. - The repetition of struggle - unity, struggle again - unity
agein; “"dividing one into two" ~ "combining two into one," "dividing one into two"
again - "combining two into one" agein...in proper sequence constitutes the dlalectical
development and movement of things (contradictions}. With.onmly struggle but no unity,
with only unity but no. uggle, -with only dividing but no combining, or with only .
combining but no.dividing, there iz no way to talk about struggle and -unity; ."dividing"
and "combining." e B . . S L

We may as well give an example for illustration. ""At the time of ‘the fall of the. ;
fendnl society and the rise of capitalism, the capitalisis, workers and peasants cons- . '
titute one aspect of the class struggle, while the feudsl nobility, ete., constitute
the other aspect of this struggle. After the overthrow of the latter. by .the former, oo
the capitalist soclety is established, and the feudal society and_itS'rulers.are~wiped
out. But simultanecusly with-the egtablishment: of. the capitelist regime-by:one aspect. - .
{capitalists, workers and peasants) of this struggle (contradiction),-this aspect iB.. o
"aivided from one into two," and what is originally one;aspect.of the contradiction is }
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divided from one.intof$vo-éhpects‘of contradiction to form & new palr of opposites
which determine the esfenée of the capitalist soclety. This gives rise to the
antitheais of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie in the capitaliet soeiety. This
procese 1s a process ofy.'dividing one into two," but this process of dissolution is not
coamplete, and through tHe clads struggle in the capitallst soclety, the proletariat
1z bound to grow strong and triumph, and transform itself into the principal aespect -
of the contradiction, and the.eapitalists are bound to be wiped out. Moreover, once
the preletariat gains predomindnce in this kind of contradiction, it will wipe out
the capitalists at one stroke, and establish the socialist and communist society.

In the communist society, this process of "dividing one into two" 1 obvicusly turned
into the process of "combining two into one.” The capitalists are wiped out by the
proletariat, and their vestiges are ‘alsoc eliminated.

At the beginning of the article "'Dividing one into Two' and 'Combining Two 1nt$5
One,'" Comrades A{ and Lin say: "The unity and struggle of opposites is the most
fundamental law in the development of things. The method of 'dividing one into two' is
& fundamental way of knowing things (underlines added). Dialectics requires us to grasp
antithesiz in unity and also unity in antithesis in the course of obaerving, analyzing
and handling problems. We must adhere to the concrete historical unity of subJectivity
and obJectivity and of theory and practice..,." They have said here the right thing in
most places, and ought to be able to come to the correct conclusion that this "unity
and struggle of opposites" and "the need to grasp antithesis in unity end also unity
in antithesis” (underlines mine) are precismely the laws of "dividing one into two
and “combining two into one" in things and the dialectics of objJective things. They
should not have said that "dividing one into two" is the law &f "knowing things,”
and only "combining two into one" "gives expression to the law of the unity of opposites -

the most fundamental lew of dialectics.”

Reading on, we will find the mistake of Comrades Ai and Lin hidden in the aforasaid
quotation, They say: "An obJective thing is 'combined from two into one,' and it
is 'divided from one into two' only when it is known. When mapplng out the guidelines
and policies for transforming the world and handling work, it is also necessary 'to
cambine two into one,' to grasp unity in antithesis, and also to grasp antithesis in
unity." This clearly tells us what Comrades Al and Lin deseribe as the method of
"dividing one into two" is only "the fundamental hmethod of knowing things," "but not
inherent in objective things, while "combining two into one" is inherent in things and
is "an obJective law that does not shift with the will of man...." No wonder Comrades
Ai and Lin eall for "the concrete historical unity of subjectivity and objectivity,
theory and practice" in the beginning, for subjectivity is "dividing one into two,"
and objectivity is "combining two into one"; and theory is alsc "divided from ohe” into
two" and practice is "combined from two into one." How are- they united? Can it be the
foreible imposition of "dividing one into two" which .is only a subjective method of
knowing things on to "combining two into one™ which iz "inherent". in objlective things?
This obviously cannot be established, farhow then can we say that "in order to analyze
things with the method of 'dividing ome into- two' and in order to know the law of
development of things based on 'combining two into one,' we must formulate lines, guide-
lines, policies and meamsures for transforming the world, rurning all undertakinﬁs and
handling all problemg“according to the laws of the obJective things themselves?
(Underlines added.) The unilty and integration of thig kind of "knowledge  and "objec-
tivity" cannot be effected without a leap. Such unity 'and integration also find expres-
sion in the following words by Comrades Al and Lin. They say: 'Work in a locality,
sector or unit is itself made up of two opposites and 1s 'combined from two into éne.'"
To understand and analyze it, the method of 'dividing one into two' must a%so-be used, .
Thie 1s obviously not a logical deduection, Ffor how can itebé_deduced that "the method
of 'dividing one into two' must be used to know and analyze it,f because objectivity -

is “comblned from two into onet" o
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Comredes Al and Lin may think that the infinity, conbinudty and unity of the world
are absolute, and hence are objJective and "cosbined from two into-one.” And sinee
shera 18:n6 poseibllity for ws to ¥now them directly, we therefore make subJjective use
of the cognitional method of "dividing one {nto two' to cub the infinite, cemtinusus
and united world into definite, interrupted and separate parts so that we ecan realis-
tically grasp them. It must be known that the world of infinity, contimuity and unity
is & long river of development in time and space, & world that owes its reallty to the
genesis and resolution of various contradictions. Therefore, there is limitation to
the links of infinity in the long river of {pfinity; interruption in this long river
of continuity; and aivisibility in this long river of unity. As. s consequence, man is

given a realigtic material world.

Any person who knows some dialectics understands that in tHe processes of cogni- \
tion, thinking and practice, man's viewpoint, standpoint and methodology must be iden- ’
tical with the inherent substance, content and connection of the objective world, other-
wige they cannot yield any effect and attain any object. This is why Engels said
"Preedom is necessity recogniszed.” (Dialectics of Nature) If we do not recognize and
cbserve the inherent law of necessity linevitability]ofobjectiwethings, we are bound
to meet with frustrations and will accomplish nothing. This is’ naturally not freedom.
Man's subjective activity is manifested in premoting the development, solution and
transformation of contradictions in accordance with the ohjective law of development
of contradictionz in nature and soclety. Consequently, this requires our subjective
dislectics to conform with objective dialectics, for the former is the pubjective

reflection of the latter in the mind of man. Precisely because it is a subjective

reflection, it can only continuoualy and approximately approach tHe objective reflec-
bjective reflection through

tion, it can only contlnmuously and approximately approach the o

the mctivity of recognition and practice. This gives meniféstation to the law of the
endless antithesis and unity of subjectivity and objectivity. How can it be said that
objectivity is 'combined from two into one," and recognition 1s "divided from one

into twoT" And how can the two be united?” This is bound to be divorced from the
foundation of materialism., Comrades Ai and Lin have "united" them, This is to say,
"when guidelines and policies are formilated for transforming the world and handling
work, they are again required to be ‘wombined from two into one." Such guidelines and
policies are not objective things in being, for in the final snalysis they are the
products of man's cognitional activity. In this regard, the analytical method of
"dividing one into twe" has obviously been stealthily replaced by "combining two into
one" and ie not "unity" in any sense. ' :

Things Are Always "Combined from Two into One" Ve
. §ince things are "divided from one into two," then the antithesis of "dividing"
ig inevitably 'combining." "Cembining two into one" is precisely the antithesis
of "dividing one into two," thus constltuting the dialectical movement of things by
way of "dividing" - “oombining," and the antithesis of unity and unity of antithesis’

of contradictions. o o

" Lenin gave the following illustrations:
"Tn mathematics: plus and minus, differential and integral.
_In mechanics: action and reaction. .
In physics: positive and negative electricity. . :
Tn chemistry: the combination and dissociation of atoms. L
In social science: the class struggle." ("On Problems of Dialectics")

They reflact precisely the category of the antithesls of objective exigtence. We can

go on to say: In philosophy: matter and spirit, existence and thinklng; in the law Ny
of contradiction, the "dividing" and "sombining,” and the struggle and unity of the )

: antithesis are known to all.’

If a thing is only divided but not combined (Hsiang Ch'irg) or-only cembined but not
divided (Ai Heng-wu and Lin Ch'ing-shan), then such "d{¥#iding" and "combining” will
promptly lose their basis of existence. . L
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.. . We have’ said in the ‘above that as soon as the bourgeoizie mssumes power, one aspech
of the contradiction which it forms with the prcletariat is "divided from one into two."
They [the bourgeoisie and the proletariat] are opposed to and struggle against each other,
but they :mal exist in & unified capitalist society according to its class relationship,
and depend on and condition =ach other. With one sspect of the two missing, the other
aspect does not exist, and such a sitvation is "combining two into one.” This kind of
"dividing" and “combining," that is struggle -and unity, continuously moves forward,

and by the time the proletariat leaps forward to occupy the principal aspect of the
contradiction, it will overthrow the capitalists at one stroke, thus bringing this kind
of surugple and unity of "dividing” - "combining” to a new turning point, The capi.
talists are thus- thoroughly wiped out, and the two aspects of the contradiction are
"combined from two into one." This kind of "cembining two into ome" ig the beginning

of “dividirg one into two" in a new thing, and the repetition of this process gives rise -
to the movement of development from a low level to a high level,

¥

Comrades Al and Lin say that "the action and reamction between bodies" "combine
two into one" and constitute the mechanical motion of bodies. ‘The attraction and repulsion
emong molecules within bodies ''combine two into one" and constitute physieal moticn....
The assimilation and dissimilation of organic bodles "combine two into one” and cong-
titute the metabolic motion of life...and so on and so forth. All this is correct.
If there is only dividing but no coubining, action and reaction cannot give rise to
mecnanical motion. If there is only dividing but no combining, attraction and repulsion
cannot give rise to physical motion. If there is only dividing bub no combining, assi-
milation and dissimilation cannct give rise to the metabolic motion of 1ife. But
whence cume these opposites which constitute unified things? Obviously they come from
the unified things being "divided from one into twas." Take an organic body which con-
stitutes life for illustration. It is a unified organic body, but from the time it
becomes a unified organic body of life, it gives rise to the antithesis of the new -
the old, life - death. This is what is called "dividing one into two," and the super-
cassion of tke old by the new and life by death in the organic body. This supercession
of the new by the old and life by death, that is "dividing" and "eombining," constitutes
living motior in the develcpment of the unified organiec body. This kind of motion I
lasts until the old or death occupies the leading position in the contradiection, that
1s death is aporoaching. When the death of life takes place, we say that this pro-
gressive motiion of "dividing ore into two" - "combining two imto one" in respect of
the new and trhe old, life and death is forever substituted by "ecombining two inte cpne."
This gilves shupe to & cdead body. In this unified dead bedy, there beging once again a
new dialectical mouion of "dividing one into two" and "sombining two into one."

Consequently, Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing says that "dividing one into two" and "eombining
two 1nto one" ars absolutely "antithetic,” that "the idea of 'combining two into one'
is in every respect antithetic to the idea of tie unity of opposites,” and that
"'cembiring two into one’ inevitably leads to the reconciliation of -contradictions,"
"negetes the gstruggle of opposites,” and "rejects the inner contrpdidtion of things,
and herce rejecting the inner motive force in the development of things and the trans-
formation of things to the opposite aspect." And so on and so forth. This is one-
sided, and it is even subJective to say that "'combining two into one' is not the
unity of opposites and is algo not 'dividing one into two':" We say that unified
things are "divided from one into two," end that "dividing”" and "combining,” speaking
socording to the medﬁing.of contradiction, are antithetic in every reapect in things,
otherwise the name of contradiction does not arise..,It”is;a;sq_iggsonable to say that
"eombining two into one" stands for reconciliation of comtradictions. This is because
the two aspects of a contradiction are spiit from a unified thing, exist in the entity, .
and depend on eech other for existence in the entity, it cano only be this or that, i
and this bears the meaning of reconciliation. If this theory of reconciliation is des-
ceribed as unity, and s new contradiction arises mgain on the -foundetion of unity and
gives rize to a new splil, then this new split agein attains &. new unity through .
struggle. This ig the dialectics of the development and motion of. things. - - -
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: Comrade Hatang Ch'ing says! "ipividing one inte two! acknpwle:iges' the inherence of
‘contradiction within things. Tta presupposition 1s that oue and two .exist in one.
Conversely; 'combining two into one' takes two as the presupposition; and holde that

two does not exiet in one and £hat one is combined from or - formed by two." This is

obviously & one=gided misunderstanding. We say that "when thinge are 'divided from

one into two,' this two exists in ofie." The whole thing itself is a Porm of "combining
from two into one," but the latter "one" is not identlcal to the forumer-"one." This

new "one".is again "divided from one into two,” and hence the "dividing" - "combining"
of ‘things is a forward motion, and does not go round in a circle. In saying that
"ioombining two into one' takes two as the presuppositidﬁ,"‘Comradé'Hsiang Ch'ing is
right; but it is wrong for him to sey that 'two does not-exist in cne."” If it is

said that thinge are only "divided from one into two," how can this two glve rise to

the movement of opposites in things? Does it not mean that they can be divlided forever?
This obviously cannot be established, and hence they must inevitably be "eombined from
two into ome." The "two" in questlon which are "combined” are split from “one," and the
"one" thus combined inevitably becomes the presupposition of ‘a new "division of ’
one into two." We therefore say that in the motion of "dividing" - "combining" in
unified things, "dividing" is the foundation of "cambining," and Yoombining" is the
premise of "dividing." None of the two 1s dispensable.

1f Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing slso interprets on the same ground "combining two into
one" as "bearing two meanings,” one being the inevitable existence of the fwo aspects
of the contradiction in an entity, the other the inevitable unity of the two aspechts
of the contradiction, then "comblaing two into one" will be ag easily understood and
accepted as "dividing one into two," and it will gain the place due to it in the unity

of opposites.

Comrade Heiang Ch'ing says "only the acknowledgement that there is two in one
can be dislectics and can seize hold of the unity of opposites...” He goes on to say:
“Tme question can only be thus: Bither we acknowledge that things are ‘combined from
two inbo one,' that this is a law that does not shift with the will of man, and that
the method of 'dividing one into two' is wrong and runs counter to the. ohlective law.
Or we acknowledge that 'dividing one into two' is correct, the method of recognition
and also the objective law of thing, and that 'combining two into one' is wrong. In
this rezard, there cannot be any reconciliation." Comrade Hsiang Ch'ing also objects
to Comrades Al and Lin's bringing the concept of "combining two into one" into dialectics.
Obviously, Comrade Hslang Ch'ing has not made a dialectical analysis of things. Buch
a way of thinking ss "either A or B," "either this or that," "A cannot be B and B
cannot be A," "this cannot be that and that cannot be this,” one is one and two is
two, and the two capnot aceommodate each other, is metaphysical, one-sided, rigid, and
divorced from genuine dialectical thought. ’ -

"Dividing One into Two" and "Sombining Two .into One” Are
ObJectlive Reflections of the Unity of Opposites

The low of contradiction in dialectics, that 1s the law of the unity of opposites,
to exprese it with a popular term, is "dividing ong into twe' < "eombining two lnto one.
There is no room for doubt in this regard. Cheirman Mao said: "All-opposites... are
on the one hand opposed to each other and on the other hand interconnacted, interpene-
trating, interpermeatifiz- and interdependent, and this character is degseribed as lden-
tity." ("on Contradiction") In this cdnnection, interconnectipn,_iuterpenetration,
interpermeation and interdeperdcnce refer to none other than unity, anid mean precisely
"ecombining two into ome." - Co

Comrade Hgiang Ch'ing says: Yt Cambining two into one”rapknqwledges that there 1s i
two in one, that ls, inrer contradictions in things. It is precisely due to the mutusl . |
exclusion and mutual struggle of these inner contradlctions that things change and v
develop conbinuously and transform themselves to the opposite.’.. This is also a one-
gided interpretation of cortradiction, Courace Hsimng Ch'ing sees only that a contra-
diction is "dlvided from ome into two" and the relationship of opposites in "matual
exclusion and mutusl struggle,” but fails tc see that -eontradictions ‘are "combined from
two into one," and the unified relationships of inte:cgnnéction,_interpenetration,
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interpermention and interdependence of the two aspects of the contradictions. If there
is only struggle and exclusion, but not connectlon, penetration, rermeation, and inter-
dependence for existence, how can there be opposites based on "dividing one into two"
in things? How can there be "uninperrupted changes and development? ' And how can there
be transformation of opposites? There cannot be "transformation" with exclusion and
struggle alene, Lut no connection, penetration and permeation. The aforesaid ides of
Comrade Hslang Ch'ing is in contradiction with the following statement of his: "It is
very cbvious that objective things contaln inner contradictions which cannot be resolved
without struggle, and without the vesolution of contradiction, there will be no develop-
ment, much less the transformation of things." This means to say that oblective things
are "divided from one into two." Such struggle and antithesis of "dividing one into
two" leads to the resolution of contradictions and "combining two into one." Without
such resolution and "combining two into one," there will be no development and trans-
formation of things. If this is the ease, it is obviously correct., - : .

There are many instances of such "dividing one" and "combining two" in nature,
and it .can also be said that they can be found everywhere, If the new and the old,
life and death, of the organic body of life are only divided but not combined, how
would there be 1ife? If the magnetic bodies of the north pele and the south pole,
pvositive electricity and negative electricity, are only divided but not combined, how
would there be the existence and motion of the magnetic field and electricity? If the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie, the serfs and the sers owners, the slaves and the slave
ownerd are only divided but not combined, how would there be the capitalist gociety,
the feudal society and the slave society? And how would there be eny class struggle
and social development and movement?

Chairman Mao taught us: "To consolidate the dictatorship of the proletariat...
is in fact fo prepare the conditions for abolishing this dictatorship... To establish
and build the Commmnist Party is in fact to prepare the conditions for the elimination
of the Communist Party and &1l political parties.... to carry on revolutionary war is
in fact to prepare the conditions for the permanent elimination of war..., These op-
posites are at the same time complementary." ("On Contradiction”) Here, we are told
by Chairman Mao that things which are "divided from one into.two" are in fact making
preparations for "combining two Into one." Chairman Mac's thought 1s in fact the
dialectical thought of "dividing ome into two" and "combining two into one." Chairman
Mi0's statement to the effect that contradictions are things, motion and processes
(underlines added) also fully emobdies the unity of opposites and the ldea of "combining
two into one." Can we imagine that there is only struggle but no unity in the two as-
pects of a contradiction, in action ang reaction, in repulsion ang attraction, in the
positive and the negative, and in life end death? With only "dividing one into two" but
no "combining two into ome," can there be "things," "motion,” or "procesges?" Ve

The law of contradiction is the core of dialectics and the natural law reflecting
the unity of opposites in objective things. This does not shift with the will of man.
The essence of this law of contradiction - the natural law of the unity of opposites -
is "dividing one into two" and "ecombining two into one." The repetition in proper g
sequence of such antithesis and unity, antithesis again and unity agein, such "dividing" -
"combining," "dividing again" - "combining again" constitutes the essence in the dlalec-
tical development and}motion of obJective things,“an@ we must not look upon it with any

skepticism.

s

Comrades Ai and Iin see only the latter half. They see only "combining" but forget
about "dividing," and even look upon "dividing" as & law of recognition that does.not
reflect oblective existence. Comrade Hsiang Ch'ingrsggs only the"firs? ?alf; He gees
only "dividing," but forgets about "combining” and éven excludes "combining." Both are

Only the unity of them, only "dividing one into.two" - "combining two into

incomplete.
net 3 ;-and the whole of the law

one” is inherent in things, the most basic law of dialectics
of contradiction. ' e

——.



